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REMARKS 



Present Status of the Application 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding non-final Office Action mailed on 
July 7, 2004. The Office Action has rejected claims 1-3 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Muilenburg (USP 6,604,985). The Office Action also rejected claims 4-6 under 
35 U.S.C. 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Redeker (USP 6,602,724) in view of 
Muilenburg (USP 6,604,985) and claims 7-10 under 35 U.S.C. 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being, 
unpatentable over Lai (USP 6,224,472) in view of Muilenburg (USP 6,604,985). 

Claims 1-10 are pending of which claims 1, and 4 have been amended, claim 7-10 have 
been cancelled and claim 11 and 12 have been added to more accurately describe the invention. 
It is believed that no new matter is added by way of these amendments made to the claims or 
otherwise to the application. 

After carefully considering the remarks set forth in this Office Action and the cited 
references, Applicants respectfully submitted that the presently pending claims are in condition 
for allowance. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the Examiner's rejection are requested. 



Page 4 of 8 



PACE 5» • RCVD AT 9/21/2004 8:32:04 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF.1/4 * DNI8:8729306 • CSID:1 9498600809 • DURATION (mm-«s):02O6 



; 1 9496600809 



Application No.: 10/655,806 Docket No: JCLA11376 

Discussion of the Office Action Rejections 

The Office Action rejected claims 1 -3 under 35 US. C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Muilenburg (USP 6,604,985). 

As described in detail hereinafter, Applicants respectfully submit that Muilenbury is 
legally deficient for the purpose of anticipating claim 1 because Muilenbury fails to disclose each 
element of the claim under consideration. 

The present invention teaches in claim 1, among other things, the surface of the abrasive 
units in contact with the surface of a wafer is roughened and the abrasive units are shaped into a . 
triangular cone, hexagonal cone or circular cylinder and set up as an array. However, 
Muilenburg specifically teaches that abrasive composites 210 have the shape of a truncated 
pyramid (coL 8, In 20-21). A flattened top surface as in a truncated pyramid does not provide the 
same effect of roughness as a pointy top surface in a cone. Further, Muilenburg fails to teach the 
abrasive units are set up as an array. 

For at least the above reasons that Muilenburg fails to teach or suggest each element in 
the claims, Applicants respectfully assert that claims 1-3 patentably define over Muilenburg. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are respectively requested. 

The Office Action rejected claims 4-6 under 35 US.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Redeker (USP 6,602, 724) in view of Muilenburg (USP 6,604,985). 

The Office Action asserts that Redeker teaches polishing a metal layer at a first polishing 
station followed by polishing the metal layer at a second polishing station with a second 
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polishing surface as in the present invention. Applicants, however, respectfully submit that 
Redeker in view of Muilenburg is legally deficient to render claims 4-7 unpatentable. Applicants 
respectfully direct the Office's attention to col. 12, In. 45-67, where Redeker specifically teaches 
that polishing at the second polishing station with a second polishing surface at a rate lower than 
that at the first polishing station with a first polishing surface. The present invention, on the 
other hand, teaches that second polishing operation with the second polishing pad, where the 
surface of the second abrasive units in contact with the wafer is roughened, is conducted at a 
faster rate or at least the same rate as in the first polishing operation. As shown in Figure 3 of the 
specification, the removal rate for polishing silicon oxide using a roughened polishing pad is 
significantly higher than that using a planar polishing pad in the first polishing operation. As a 
matter of fact, this invention is directed to, among other things, maintaining the polishing rate, 
not to slow down the polishing rate, by using the abrasive units with a roughened surface. 
Accordingly, Redeker teaches away from this invention, and the motivation to combine Redeker 
with Muilenburg is thus lacking. 

With regard to Muilenburg, Applicant respectfully submits that these claims patently define 
over the prior art for at least the same reasons as discussed above for the 102 rejection. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully assert that Redeker in view of Muilenburg 
fails to render claim 4 unpatentable. Since claims 5-6 are dependent claims which further define 
the invention recited in claim 4, Applicants respectfully assert that these claims also are in 
condition for allowance. Thus, reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are respectively 
requested. 
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The Office Action rejected claims 7-10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lai (USP 6.602, 724) in view ofMuilenburg (USP 6,604,985). 

Claims 7-10 have been cancelled to render this rejection moot. 

Newly Added Claims 

Applicants have added claims 1 1-12, which are written in dependent form so as to further 
limit the claimed subject matter of independent claim 4 of the present invention. Thereafter, it is 
believed that claims 1 1-12 are patentable for the above reasons. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is believed that the presently pending claims 1-6 and 
11-12 are in proper condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes that a telephone 
conference would expedite the examination of the above-identified patent application, the 
Examiner is invited to call the undersigned. 



Date: fMjJ^±_ 

4 Venture, Suite 250 
Irvine, CA 92618 
Tel.: (949) 660-0761 
Fax: (949) 660-0809 



Respectfully submitted, 
J.C. PATENTS 

Jiawei Huang l7 
Registration No. 43,330 
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